institutions sought to meet the needs of a changing social class structure rather than concentrate simply on classical studies. amount of achievement in other directions can insure our health, prosperity, and security as a nation in the modern world" (Bush, 1945) . Over subsequent decades, knowledge has become recognised as the source of economic and political power, social and individual prosperity, and globalized capital accumulation. Because higher education (HE) and university-based research plays a fundamental role in creating knowledge, they have received increasing policy attention and public investment.
In this construct, knowledge gains legitimacy and value through its utility. Academic research is no longer solely the pursuit of individual intellectual curiosity but is driven by national priorities tied to strategies of economic growth and competitiveness. Its importance derives primarily through translation of knowledge into new products and services; "knowledge is defined as intellectual property (IP) that has commercial value" that "can be realized, in turn creating economic value and thus economic growth" (Robertson, 2008: 5) . This correlation underpinned investment in "academic capital" (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997) , sealing a "social contract" between the taxpayer, structured government financing and the research community, and generating a wider debate about social value (Belfiore and Bennett, 2007, p135) . In the immediate aftermath of the global financial crisis (2008) , and enduring recession across Europe, this instrumentalist environment has created Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 2014 5 a disciplinary hierarchy in which arts and humanities research (A&HR) struggle for recognition and appreciation, under pressure to demonstrate value and relevance. This article charts the evolving HE and research policy landscape across Ireland, the Netherlands and Norway, with implications for A&HR.
2 There are three main sections: the first part considers general policy trends which have seen a shift from valuing intellectual pursuits-for-their-own-sake to measuring research outcomes, impact and relevance; the second part provides short vignettes summarising and comparing the nuanced yet significant policy differences across the three countries; and the final part discusses the implications of these different approaches. For example, although arts and culture have played a distinctive nation-forming role, and continue to do so, each country has adopted very different policy responses towards A&HR. To some extent these differences can be explained in terms of the immediacy of the economic crisis and its distinctive impact albeit these variances may reflect more profound differences in how research is seen to contribute to a knowledge society vs. a knowledge economy. It may also stem from a genuine uncertainty as to what policies work best to achieve balanced objectives. Given these tensions, how can arts and humanities researchers contribute to a better understanding of A&HR's potential?
2 It draws on the HERAVALUE project which studied how different stakeholders value A&HR;
almost 100 interviews were conducted with representatives from the academy, policymakers and civil society in these countries.
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6 Shifts in the underlying environment for research policy i. Impact and growing pressures for accountability Castells (1994 Castells ( , 1996 and Slaughter and Leslie (1997) contend that globalization has transformed discovery from an intellectual pursuit into an economic commodity as nations increasingly compete on the basis of their knowledge and innovation systems. This shift has highlighted the significance of investment in human capital and knowledge production making "high quality tertiary education more important than ever before" (Santiago, 2008, p. 13) . The EU has similarly placed HE at the core of its research-innovation eco-system (European Commission, 2005) . Today, most national policies reflect these same dynamics, such as the Irish Innovation Taskforce which stated (2010, p3): "Knowledge is the currency of the innovation economy and the education system is pivotal in making innovation happen".
Because HE plays a fundamental role in creating global competitive advantage, the performance of higher education matters to governments, who seek to maximise "capacity and performance within the global landscape" and optimise the "benefits … back home" (Marginson and van der Wende, 2007, p17) . This manifests itself in two ways. First, government adoption of new public management (NPM) techniques, twinned with neoliberal pressures and tendencies, has led to escalating demands for greater transparency and accountability alongside requirements for value-for-money and return-on-(public)investment, especially relating to HE and university-based research (Ferlie et al, 2008, Molas Gallart, this issue) . The other trigger has been the emergence of global rankings, which has placed quality assessment within a wider comparative and international framework (Hazelkorn, 2011) . This policy shift is evident in the EU's modernisation agenda: As the "knowledge economy" paradigm has strengthened and the economic-outlook has remained difficult, there has been increasing emphasis on this market-oriented approach (Hazelkorn, 2012a (Hazelkorn, , 2012b .
Changes are evident across both teaching and learning, and research (Saunders et al, 2011) .
For research -the subject of this article -alongside an intensification of evaluation, assessment and auditing, there has been a growing emphasis on the translation of "ideas into income". Once policy seeks to promote knowledge with value and impact beyond the academy, there are implications for disciplines and fields of study, scholarly practice, and the choice of research projects: what research is being undertaken, what should be funded, how it is managed, how it is evaluated and measured, and by whom. Peer review, an academic cornerstone, undertaken on a collegial basis, has become formalised at both institutional and national level (Hicks, 2008) . Dissemination practices within scientific communities through journals and conferences have been augmented or replaced by concrete measures of impact, benefit and relevance beyond scientific communities, often indicated by patents, licenses and start-up companies or impact statements. End-user or stakeholder esteem is being called upon/used to verify value.
These developments mark a transformation from regarding discovery as laying the basis for a civilized society to being first and foremost an economic investment. All disciplines are Crossick (2006, p2) caricatures as concern with the "'widget economy', in which a university research team develops a widget, patents it and transfers it out to industrial enterprise" (see Benneworth, this issue). Depending upon how governments and funding agencies react to these changes, they can represent a significant challenge for national arts and humanities research communities . The next section of this paper looks at the experience within three quite different national contexts.
ii. New challenges for arts and humanities research?
While there is differing emphasis on the importance of different disciplines, the arts and humanities have long had a societal mission in the certain belief that society can only benefit from the pursuit of knowledge and the scholarship which they generate. Today, much of that certainty faces challenges from the dominant "knowledge economy" policy Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 2014 9 paradigm, with its strong focus on "measurable 'impacts'" (Belfiore and Bennett, 2007, p135) . As nations prioritise economic recovery and "highly applied skills suited to profitmaking" and employability, there is a move to "cut away all useless things in order to stay competitive in the global market" (Nussbaum, 2010: 2) . This raises the question of what are the effects of these pressures on arts and humanities research policies and activities, and whether these disciplines are unfairly disadvantaged by this shift of policy emphasis.
Human capital theory, which has underpinned most policy developments over recent decades, tends to see people primarily as economic entities (Becker, 1964 (Becker, , 1993 . In contrast, Bourdieu (1986) , broadening out the framework, argued that human capital is a more dynamic concept, including cultural capital, social capital, economic capital, and symbolic capital; "It is in fact impossible to account for the structure and functioning of the social world unless one reintroduces capital in all its forms and not solely in the one form recognized by economic theory." Arguably, tensions between these two models of the "structure and functioning" of the social and economic world lie at the heart of the policy tensions illuminated above. This, in turn, is reflected in the debate around research outlets, outputs, outcomes and impact, and how that is valued, assessed, measured and funded.
The abovementioned rebalancing factors have transformed the policy imperatives around research. Concerns about value-for-money and return-on-(public) investment have led to greater government steerage of the research system. The public and policy community has become less tolerant of self-proclamation or arguments of "intrinsic" value. All research is under the spotlight but A&HR has felt special pressure because the policy questions challenge many disciplinary assumptions of this self-evident social value. This section looks briefly at the policy environment in the three HERAVALUE countries. 
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Policy overview
Over the centuries, the arts and humanities have produced a reservoir of cultural artefacts and practices which framed an understanding of Ireland's colonial history. Irish language, music, dance, literature, poetry and history were central to the school curricula, defining the new state to itself and the outside world. However, despite this rich heritage, the state founded in 1922 viewed the arts with a mixture of suspicion, caution and paternalism.
Censorship was enforced along with economic protectionism, justifiable in the context of the 1930s and WW2, but it gave rise to a sense of "cultural isolationism" and "intellectual malaise", all the more credible given the country's island status. Over the following decades, in the public sphere, Irish culture was used to "stem the flood-tide of commercial modernism" along with any ideas which challenged the prevailing catholic nationalism. As
Irish artistic endeavours were limited, the vacuum was ironically filled by Anglo-American domination of popular culture (Fallon, 1998, p11; Hazelkorn, 2001 ). (Coopers and Lybrand, 1994) which took the arts down from the "high culture" shelf into the heartland of public policy: economic growth and employment.
This (re)orientation was in line with the state's determination to establish Ireland as a modern, advanced economy, a determination which acquired greater intensity as the benefits of the information society began to dominate policy discourse across Europe (Bangemann, 1994) . With the adoption of the 2000 EU Lisbon Strategy, the phrase "knowledge society" entered official parlance; the production of new knowledge and knowledge management became core to economic growth (Harpur, 2010: 77) In response, there has been greater government steering of research priorities and funding criteria. The 2011 Research Prioritisation Exercise replaced encouragement of curiosityinspired research and excellence-wherever-it-exists with a "more top-down, targeted approach" focused around fourteen priority areas linked to industrial sectors (Forfás, 2012, p8) ; primacy in choosing these priorities was given to research relevance, job creation and innovation.
ii.
Arts and humanities research
This changing policy focus marked the HEA's declining influence on research policy. actual number of researchers is much smaller than other disciplines, salary costs comprise 85% of total costs compared with engineering and technology or the natural sciences where salaries represents less than 60%, and only 2% being spent on capital. Almost 90% of humanities research is classified as "basic" , which poses particular difficulties at a time when overall policy focus is on application-focused research. The
Minister of State for Research and Innovation has sought to re-assure researchers saying no "scientific discipline" will be excluded although this may depend upon interpretation of the word "scientific" (Ahlstrom, 2013) . (science policy white paper), which sought to rationalize funding for universities and ensure research had societal relevance. A further white paper, the Nota Innovatie (1980) (Innovation White Paper) emphasized the importance and desirability of innovation. This was an attempt at the policy level to draw connections between research and the business sector. Interestingly, it did so by noting "technological problems are not purely technological, but rely also on social and organizational changes, and in particular the ways in which social groups react to technological change" (Benneworth et al., 2013: 34) . This illustrates awareness that although STEM is the driver of innovation, this cannot occur in isolation from wider social and cultural concerns.
In 2010, the government identified nine "Top Sectors" in which the Netherlands was strong, and could be further developed which included the creative industry. These sectors emerged from a tradition of sectoral intervention dating back to 1982 (Velzing, 2013) , and whilst the precise number and definition of these sectors has varied over the preceding three decades, there has been a remarkable consistency on the focus on key technologies of importance to the Dutch economy. This reflected the view that maintaining prosperity necessitated innovation and education, embracing a greener economy, and evidence of greater social and economic impact from publicly-funded research. Identity is anticipated, including research facilitated through HERA (ERA-net for the Humanities). A new process for evaluating university-based research has been developed which includes, in addition to peer-review, other qualitative methodologies which enable humanities research to be evaluated on its own terms.
The value and impact of humanities and cultural research has been a continuing focal point of discussion -a testament to its importance. From the early 1970s, "the Dutch government Norway is a relatively newcomer in research and HE. The country's rural orientation partially explains its strong mission-oriented focus on practical goals and uses, and the absence of a tradition of fundamental research. It was a pioneer in scientifically-based studies of fish stocks and related areas such as ocean science and meteorology (Gulbrandsen and Nerdrum, 2009) . Research institutes created after the 1940s concentrated on mission-and regional-oriented research in technology, natural science and social science. In contrast, A&HR was supported and found primarily within HE.
Since the 1980s, the Norwegian research system has changed in line with developments in the other countries. Basic research funding has declined at the same time that emphasis has been placed on increasing external funding with a strong growth in thematically-bounded research council programmes. Accordingly, resources have been concentrated and aligned with nationally appointed target areas. Over the years, there has been strong growth in industrial research and development (R&D), with increasing emphasis on the role of HE in society and on public science's contribution to creating new jobs and national and regional competitiveness (1980s), innovation (1990s) and commercialisation (2000s). Science parks and other mechanisms for increased university-society interaction were established after the mid-1980s.
The humanities and social sciences are generally viewed by policymakers as important for societal development and change. This is especially true for the social sciences, which continue to enjoy a strong endorsement due to a widely shared belief that with more knowledge and research the school and health systems, and welfare state more generally, will work better. In the last decade, research funding has risen significantly, accompanied by a swing towards basic research (Gulbrandsen and Nerdrum 2009) .
ii. Arts and humanities research
The national classification system for scientific disciplines, developed by the Norwegian Association of HEIs, provides a taxonomy of fields comprising the humanities. While the status of practice-based disciplines or arts research is not defined as a scientific discipline in the same way, there is less formal recognition of such research. The definition used is from a 2007 report, Vekt på kunstnerisk utviklingsarbeid (KU), which says "artistic research covers artistic processes leading up to a publicly available artistic product. The process may include explicit reflection on the development and presentation of the artistic product" (quoted in Gulbrandsen and Aanstad, 2013, p17; Malterud, 2012, p8) . It recognises a synergy loop between artistic practice and theoretical self-interrogation.
Norway has only one research council, the Research Council of Norway (RCN), which also has an innovation agency remit. Under the "sector principle", each government ministry is
Arts and Humanities in Higher Education, 2014
19 responsible for research within its own field, e.g. the Ministry of Culture is responsible for R&D relating to the cultural sector, and is currently defining a strategy for research in the cultural realm. While this facilitates A&HR, it does mean greater emphasis on discrete strategies rather than overall co-ordination although responsibility for education and research policy is held by the Ministry of Education and Research. The latter defines national research policies, and is also the largest funding agency and most importantly for A&HR.
There are two kinds of funding: the basic grant which has remained relatively stable over time, and competitive performance-based funding. HEIs are "rewarded for attaining research council and European Union funding, and they are rewarded for scientific publications. The latter has raised a lot of controversy, not least from representatives from the humanities" (Gulbrandsen and Aanstad, 2013: 45) .
The shift towards innovation and application has meant equal distribution between applied and basic research depending upon the discipline. Performance-based funding has been controversial. However, there is recognition that the distinctiveness and breadth of A&HR outputs requires some self-reporting rather than over-reliance on quantitative measurements or international databases. Arts institutions operate within the overall funding system, receiving basic funding from the Ministry of Education and Research, but are separate from performance-based formula suggesting strong awareness that the arts are qualitatively different even to the humanities.
Discussion
The arts and humanities have played a significant role in cultural identity and nation-state formation in all three countries. For Ireland, language, literature and music framed and interpreted its colonial and post-colonial experience, while for Norway and the Netherlands culture and language helped formulate their distinctive relationship with neighbours and their independence. Looking at these shared experiences could suggest on-going similarities but considerable divergence has occurred as the vignettes suggest.
Ireland experienced a dramatic and sudden economic collapse, while Norway was protected by its rich oil reserves and the Netherlands by its stronger economic base. These differences in the underlying strength/weakness of the economy influence attitudes. All countries have placed increasing emphasis on public value, research relevance, and innovation, but Ireland and the Netherlands occupy opposite ends of a spectrum. Ireland has a strong industrial focus and the Netherlands support basic research across all disciplines; Norway sits in the middle. In contrast to Ireland which has displayed a somewhat ambiguous relationship to intellectual curiosity, both Norway and the Netherlands have an enduring commitment to arts-based research and in recent years have strengthened this with specific reference to the cultural industries and culture-based research. With the exception of PRTLI which funded significant research initiatives and capital developments in A&HR, this has not been a recognised focus of Irish research policy despite the aforementioned 1994 report on the cultural industries and government usage of culture to help rebuild its national reputation after the economic collapse. In this respect, a distinction is made between A&HR, and arts and culture, the latter receiving beneficial funding under various headings.
These differences resonate in how research is valued and assessed. There is currently no national assessment of research in Ireland, although there is a biennial inventory. Both
Norway and the Netherlands have formal processes, the former quantitative and the latter qualitative, albeit in both jurisdictions, the distinctive practices and methodologies of the arts and humanities are recognised (see Table 1 ). There are various dimensions to these debates which underlie the perceived underappreciation of A&HR. First, there is the sheer breath of the disciplinary base; A&HR includes everything from the creative and performing arts to classics, history, literature, linguistics and jurisprudence. They "contribute to a constantly growing body of knowledge on human experience, agency, identity and expression, as constructed through language, literature, artefacts and performance" (Bakhshi et al, 2008, p1) . While humanities scholars utilize archives and libraries, creative arts researchers engage in practice-led (alternatively:
practice-based, studio-based or studio-led) methodologies (Biggs, 2007) . The latter produces a collection of artefacts (e.g. paintings, sculpture, music composition, performances, etc.) often for exhibition or performance while the latter produces traditional academic texts.
Second, in contrast to science and technology, A&HR practice is predominantly a curiosityinspired individual endeavour which does not easily lend itself to use-inspired team-based projects, traditional research outlets or assessment methodologies. Results cannot be simply codified into intellectual property (IP) or translated into new products and serviceswhich can make it difficult to demonstrate how A&HR flows into society and the economy. This is because, in addition to books and book chapters, A&HR produce maps, major art works or award-winning designs, policy documents and technical reports, television documentaries and radio programmes, exhibitions and cultural artefacts, and so on.
Third, to get around these difficulties, A&HR often seeks refuge in "exceptionalism", relying on what Belfiore and Bennett (2007, pp145-147) call the "art-for-art-sake" or intrinsic value argument, whereby the value "resides firmly in the aesthetic sphere". Subsequent misunderstandings may arise in the reluctance of scholars to engage in "writing-up" the intellectual and critical processes embedded in their practice, claiming the artefact or composition is itself research (Biggs, 2007) . This leads to the perception that the work lacks academic rigour or that it is not research. Both may be true, but likewise both may be untrue.
Fourth, differences in practice can spill over into debilitating quarrels between disciplines, most commonly between scientists and non-scientists but occasionally between the arts and humanities (Griffin, 2006, p238-239) . Closer inspection reveals disciplines share more in common than not. Social, lab and engineering sciences are equally practice-based, drawing on field work or experimentation to test theoretical propositions. Bollen et al's (2009) clickstream maps, based on nearly 1 billion scholarly user interactions, shows the extent to which humanities research contributes to the wider knowledge economy not just in terms of knowledge creation within its own fields but also in interactions with fields hitherto regarded as beyond its purview. Bod (2012) illustrates this dynamic with reference to the 6th century Indian linguist Panini whose grammar-formalism underpins discoveries in computational and digital humanities leading to advances in speech recognition and automatic translation, such Google Translate. Similar examples can be found, inter alia, in the discoveries of Field who created the nocturne during the 19 th century or Gray who is considered a pioneer of the modernist movement in design (Hazelkorn et al, 2012, pp99-100) .
Fifth, the flaw may lie in over-reliance on traditional perceptions of research emerging from a techno-science model. Rather than using a linear or single input-output model to calculate benefit, research creates a wider value in a more indirect and often oblique way (Benneworth, 2012) . Traditional methodologies used for measuring the quantity and impact
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of research is via peer-reviewed journal articles and citation impact factors, but this is only the tip of the iceberg and misses the full story of arts and humanities valorisation (Dolan, 2008; Lesage, 2009 ). As Figure 1 illustrates, the range of outcomes and outlets is wider (below the red line) than articles, and impact can be felt through teaching (the primary purpose for university-based research), improvements to productivity and the quality of life, increased employment, informed public debate, policy change and social innovation, and so on. Geoghegan-Quinn, 2013). While stakeholders interviewed for the HERAVALUE project were universal in their praise for A&HR, some said it took too long for benefits to emerge, and there was often a disconnection with real life. They also urged A&H researchers to learn from the sciences (and to some extent the social sciences) about how to tell stories which interest the public in order to "articulate better what they are doing and why it's important" cf. IRCHSS, 2010) . This includes putting "clearer stress on the links between teaching and research" (HEA, 2010, p13) , and/or working out "how to make industry interested…there can also be huge potential for enabling research which can either respond to industry's needs in a task oriented way or product development way" (Donovan, 2012, p16) .
Conclusion: Implications for A&HR, researchers and policymakers
Responding to this challenge has provoked a dialogue with the public and within the A&HR community. For Parker (2007, p126-127) , the solution lies in emphasizing the unique perspective A&HR can make to Europe, while McCarthy (2004, xi) argues A&HR should emphasize its contribution to "measurable benefits, such as economic growth and student learning" of value to all society while also "enrich[ing] people's lives". On the other hand, Peyraube (quoted in Griffith, 2006, p236; ALLEA, 2013; Griffin, 2006, p239) such as the mediation of nanotechnologies, poverty, third-world debt reduction, the negotiation adjustments to climate change and so on..." Other opportunities come by aligning A&HR with computing and electronics, and underpinning the cultural industries (Hazelkorn, 2001 ).
As the three case studies illustrate, the techno-science research paradigm has dominated the conversation about the value and impact of research albeit the policy approach has not been uniform. Although the arts and culture have played a significant role in nation-formation and remain strong emblems of national identity in all three jurisdictions, A&HR has been treated quite differently. For the Netherlands and Norway, the arts and humanities have been praised because of the way in which they challenge popular dogma whereas the Irish example suggests a more equivocal support. For a large part of the 20 th century, the more dominant ideas and values were challenged in Ireland, the greater the level of censorship and isolation. A new era began to open up, in recent years, once research began to make itself relevant to the state's major project: economic modernisation. This tension was understandably less deterministic in the Netherlands and Norway which helps explain why the policy approaches have been so different.
Drawing on the HERAVALUE project, there is evidence of a genuine commitment to AH&R, and that policymakers and the academy are inching towards a common language. There is also little doubt the on-going fiscal and economic crisis colours conversations about research across Europe, raising the bar and throwing down the gauntlet to researchers of all disciplines, but particularly to A&HR. Policymakers face their own pressures according to a former British arts minister:
I know that Arts and Culture make a contribution to health, to education, to crime reduction, to strong communities, to the economy and to the nation's well-being but I don't always know how to evaluate it or describe it. We have to find a language and a way of describing its worth. It's the only way we'll secure the greater support we need (Estelle Morris quoted in Belfiore and Bennett, 2007, p136 ; cf. Belfiore, this issue).
Thus reassuringly, the problem may ultimately be a perceived rather than a real threat. In response to a plea for help in meeting the challenge for greater transparency, value-forArts and Humanities in Higher Education, 2014 28 money and return-on-(public)investment this regard, there is a shared view that researchers of all hues should engage more directly and meaningfully in discussion about demonstrating public value. Reciprocally, governments must develop more inclusive research assessment processes, and the academy itself should review its own recruitment and promotion criteria.
These developments may ultimately prompt a re-focusing of A&HR not just in terms of agreeing the appropriate measurable outputs and widening understanding of value and impact but also in terms of new fields of inquiry, and a (re)alignment with societal and economic challenges.
